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SECRET SEC 3 OF 8 MBFR VIENNA 0167 
FROM US REP MBFR 

PROPOSING THAT ALL DIRECT PARTICIPANTS ASSUME FROM THE 
OUTSET ONLY AN OBLIGATION TO REDUCE. WOULD IT BE POSSIBLE 
TO ELABORATE AN AGREEMENT OR COMMITMENT IN WHICH ALL 
DIRECT PARTICIPANTS WOULD UNDERTAKE ONLY AN OBLIGATION 
TO REDUCE AT SOME FUTURE TIME? UK REP SAID THE ANSWER 
WAS THAT THIS WAS PART OF WHAT WESTERN REPS WERE SAYING. 
WESTERN REPS WERE SAYING THAT, IN THE FIRST PHASE, US 
AND SOVIETS WOULD BE REDUCED AND THAT, IN THE EVENT OF A 
SATISFACTORY FIRST PHASE AGREEMENT, OTHER WESTERN DIRECT 
PARTICIPANTS WOULD GIVE A COMMITMENT TO REDUCE. THE 
END EFFECT OF BOTH SETS OF ACTIONS WOULD BE A COMMITMENT 
BY ALL IN A FIRST PHASE TO REDUCE THEIR FORCES. NETHERLANDS 
REP SAID FURTHER ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION WOULD BE THAT, 

IN CONNECTION WITH A FIRST PHASE AGREEMENT, THERE WOULD 
BE AN OBLIGATION FOR ALL TO REDUCE: THE US AND 
SOVIETS IN THE FIRST GROUP OF REDUCTIONS AND THE OTHERS 
SECRET 
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IN A SECOND PHASE. UK REP SAID HE WISHED TO MAKE CLEAR 
THAT PARTICIPANTS WERE NOT SPEAKING NOW ABOUT THE PRECISE 
FORM OF THE COMMITMENT. WHAT WAS NEEDED WAS SOME UNDER- 
STANDING IN PRINCIPLE BEFORE ONE COULD GET TO THE ISSUE OF 
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FORM. KHLESTOV SAID HIS REAL QUESTION WAS WHETHER PARTICIPANTS 
IN THE NEGOTIATIONS COULD BE SATISFIED BY A MERE COMMITMENT 
BY ALL DIRECT PARTICIPANTS TO REDUCE SOME TIME IN THE 
FUTURE. (COMMENT: IT WAS UNCLEAR WHETHER KHLESTOV WAS 
CRITICIZING THIS ASPECT OF THE WESTERN PROPOSAL AS INADEQUATE 
OR DRAWING ATTENTION TO IT AS A POSSIBLE FORM OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN EAST AND WEST. END COMMENT). 

15. GDR REP THEN ASKED WHETHER UK REP'S STATEMENT MEANT 
THAT ALL DIRECT PARTICIPANTS WERE WILLING TO UNDERTAKE 
SPECIFIC OBLIGATIONS TO BE WORKED OUT IN THE FIRST PHASE 
AGREEMENT INCLUDED THE AMOUNT OF FORCES TO BE REDUCED 
AND THE TIMING OF REDUCTIONS. UK REP HAD MENTIONED THE 
TIME OF NEGOTIATING THE SECOND PHASE, BUT NOT THE TIMING OF 
ITS IMPLEMENTATION OR THE PRECISE AMOUNT OF THE REDUCTION 
WEDTERN PARTIPANTS WOULD UNDERTAKE. 

16. UK REP SAID AMOUNTS OF US AND SOVIET REDUCTIONS 
WOULD BE SPECIFIED IN THE FIRST PHASE AGREEMENT. AS TO 
SECOND ASPECT OF GDR REP'S QUESTION, THE FIRST PHASE 
AGREEMENT WOULD NOT BE PRECISE ON THE TIMING AND AMOUNT OF 
REDUCTIONS BY WESTERN PARTICIPANTS. THESE WOULD 

BE NEGOTIATED IN PHASE II. BUT WEST HAD ALREADY GIVEN 

EAST CERTAIN ASSURANCES ABOUT TIMING WHEN REMAINING DIRECT 

PARTICIPANTS WOULD REDUCE. WESTERN REPS HAD SAID TWO 

THINGS: FIRST, THAT THEY WERE READY TO WORK OUT A TIME TO 

BEGIN THE PHASE II NEGOTIATIONS. SECOND, THEY HAD TRIED 

TO MEET THE OTHER EASTERN REQUIREMENT TO KNOW HOW LONG 

PHASE II NEGOTIATIONS WOULD TAKE AND WHETHER THESE NEGOTIATIONS 

MIGHT BE EXPECTED TO HAVE A POSITIVE 

OUTCOME BY SUGGESTING THE INCLUSION IN A PHASE I 

AGREEMENT OF A PROVISION FOR REVIEW AFTER A SPECIFIED PERIOD. 

THIS WOULD GIVE AN INDICATION OF THE LIKELY TIME OF 
DURATION OF PHASE II NEGOTIATIONS. IN THIS WAY, WESTERN 
REP S HAD TRIED TO MEET EASTERN QUESTIONS OF THE TIMING 
OF REDUCTIONS BY REMAINING WESTERN DIRECT PARTICIPANTS. 
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17. DRG REP SAID THESE ADDITIONAL REMARKS IN HIS VIEW 

ONLY CONFIREC THAT THE ASSESSMENT OF THE WESTERN PROPOSAL JUST 
GIVEN BY THE POLISH REP WAS CORRECT. WHAT THE WEST WAS 
OFFERING AS A CONCESSION ON MIDDLE GROUND WAS LESSTHAN THAT 
WHICH HAD BEEN AGREED PRIOR TO THE OUTSET OF THE NEGOTIA- 
TIONS IN THE PRELIMINARY TALKS. THE PRESENT ALLIED FORMULA 
WOULD NOT EVEN GO THAT FAR. SECOND, EASTERN PARTICIPANTS 
HAD AGREED TO DISCUSS THE ISSUE OF WHOSE FORCES SHOULD BE 
REDUCED FROM THE OUTSET IN ORDER TO FACILITATE MOVEMENT 
IN THE NEGOTIATIONS, BUT NOT AS A MEANS OF AVOIDING 
COMPLYING TO THE ORIGINAL AGREEMENT OF ALL DIRECT PARTICIPANTS 
THAT THE NEGOTIATIONS WOULD BE ON MUTUAL REDUCTION OF ARMS 
AND ARMAMENTS IN CENTRAL EUROPE. EASTERN ACCEPTANCE OF THE 
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QUESTION OF WHOSE FORCES SHOULD BE REDUCTED FROM THE OUTSET 
AS A FRAMEWORK FOR DISCUSSION WAS NOT MEANT TO PREJUDICE 
THE QUESTION OF WHETHER ALL 1 1 SHOULD PARTICIPATE OR TO 
IMPLY THAT THEY SHOOUJD NOT. PARTICIPATION BY ALL 1 1 
FROM THE OUTSET WAS WHAT HAD BEEN AGREED IN PRELIMINARY 
TALKS. 

18. NETHERLANDS REP SAID THAT IN THE COMMUNIQUE, DIRECT 
PARTICIPANTS HAD MERELY AGREED TO NEGOTIATE ON MUTUAL REDUC- 
IONS. WITH THE OFFER TO DISCUSS THE ALL- PARTICIPANTS 
FORMULA, ALLIED REPS HAD GIVEN THE EAST THE EAST THE ASSURANCE 
THAT REDUCTIONS WOULD IN FACT BE MUTUAL. 

ALLIES HAD NEVER AGREED OR SAID THAT REDUCTIONS WOULD BE 
MUTUAL FROM THE OUTSET. PARTICIPANTS IN THESE SESSIONS 
WERE CONFRONTED WITH TWO CONFLICTING VIEW. ON THE ONE 
SIDE, THAT ALL SHOULD REDUCE FROM THE OUTSET. ON THE OTHER 
WAS THE FACT THAT ONLY TWO SHOULD REDUCE AND THAT NO FURTHER 
OBLIGATIONS SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN. PARTICIPANTS WERE TRYING 
TO FIND MIDDLE GROUND BETWEEN THESE TWO POINTS. IN THIS 
EFFORT. THEY WERE EXAMINING THE QUESTION OF WHAT WOULD BE THE 
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